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ne. Paul F.X. Dunrgan, Jr.
NEPA Complisnse Officer
Department of Energy
Richland Operations Cffice
PO Bax 350

Richland, Washingten 99332

Ee:  Oregon Office of Encrgy's comments on the Draft Envirenmental Assessment for
The Mon-Thermal Treatment of Hanford Site Low-Tevel Mixed Waste, Hanford
Sie, Richland Washmgton .

Dear de. Drunnigan,

Thank you for the opporunity to convnent oo the Draft Environmertal Assessment for
The Non-Thermal Treatment of Hanford Site Low-Level Wixed Waste, The citizens of
Oregon ace vitably affected by and intetested in the elezn up of Hanferd and appraciate
the chance to participeie in the decisions involving this project.

Attached are our spesific comments on this diaft enviranmental 2sscssment. Should you
have any questions, please contact Dovg Huston of my staff at {307)378-44585,

Sinecmely, A

.
! 1 Blarek

Adroinistrator, Muclear Safaty Division
Cregon Offies of Energy
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iz, Michael Wilson - Washingron Ecology
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Oregon Office of Energy Comments On Draft Environmentza! Assexymont for The
NMor-Thermal Trentment of Hanford Site Low-Level Mixed Waste, Hanford Site,

© Richland Yaskington

Fage I of 2

Section 1.1 needs more clarifieation on the 2600 cubic meters {m™) selected for
evziuation. Sincs the paragraph states thar it is uncertain which waste packages wontd be
selected for treatment, and waste characteristics may very depending on the e, this
seclion needs mote discuszion as to why this particular hypothetical 2800 v of waste
makes an accepizble, conservative voleme of wasts five this asseszment,

Seclion 4.1 states that the total number of employees at the sitc would be 200 with 1040
invalved 1) Low Level Waste processing and 108 involved ity Low Level Mived Waspe
(LLMMW) processing. However, the patagraph then states that 40 people will be involved
directly with the LEMW and 10 people would be indirectly invalved, What woutd be the
. Punetion of the remaining 50 people? This paragraph needs bo be clacified.

It 15 un<lcar why & two step process was used to derermins air emission estmates in
cection 5110 Why weren't the estimates in the A TG sk assassment work plan far the
non-therra)l treatmment facilicy used direetly? This needs to be cladficd.

The Surplus Phutenivm Dispesition Draft Environmental Impact Statement states that 1o
l2ad emuszion sources had been idemrificd at Hanford. However, Table 5.1 indicates that
the non-thermal treatment faetlity would be 2 sovrcs of fead emission. We recommend
that this toformaton be communicated to Mr. Howard Canter, Acting Diractor, Office af
Fiszile Materials Disposition. -

Secteon 3.1.2.1 states that waste containses will have surface radiation doses up to 200
mremvhir while Section 1.1 defines contact-handled LLMW as wasie in containers with
surfzce radiation doscs of lesz than 200 meom/hr.  These inconsistencics need to be
pamecied.

Secten 5.1.2.1 states: “The medsl defanlt parameters provide a bounding population
eslimare for same on-site portions of the tragsport route where the Hanford Site
warkfores pepulation is lovwer.™ How do the mode] defazolt parameters relate 1o the
remainder of the on-site portiens of the transpant route and what analysiz was dons for
the ofi-site portions of the trangpart route? We recomunand these questions be answerad
in the Envirgommentsl A sscssment. .

Scction 5.1.2.2 asswmes coly 30% of container confents are spilled in a drznsportation
accident and ars available o bum. W recommend including same information
Juztifying 50% rather than assuming 100% of the cantainer contents are spifled.
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Won-Thermzl Treatment of Hanford Site Low-Level Mixed Waste, Hanford Site,
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Page2 of 2 '

We recommend information be incleded on what criteria were used 1o “provide a
sonseovative prediction of potential heaith effects™ as discussad in Section 5.1.2.2, page
28, For example: Were the pessible chronic health cffeets considered or just the acors
effocts?

The final foomote for Tables 5.3 and 5.4 does not appear to refar to anything in the
tables. We recomntend this be clarifizd,

The invelved Wotker Radiolegical Consequences fram WNarme Cperations partion of
. Soenon 5.2.1 states the dose-to-risk conversion factor used to calenlate the Latent Cancer
. Fatality risk was taken from the 1990 recommendations of the Fntemational Commission
on Radiological Protection. The Mon-Invelved Worker and General Public Radiological
Conzaquencas feom Normal Operations section eeferénees the 1977 vergsian of the same
documsent. The reason for this differenss nceds to be clarified.

The Nop-involved "Waorker and General Public Radislopical Consequences from MNormal
Operations portion Seetion 5.2.1 states that the radionuclide source term used was baeed
gn & produstion rate of 870 cubic meters par year, Inchide in this section the basis For

. thiz number.

In several places the Enviranmental Azsessment {E4) explains release Fractions for
combustible matedals are based on experimentai data obtained when vadous types of
packaged waste comtaminatad with various substances was burned, We recommend that
you include in the EA a discussion of ow well this sumogate waste and the cxperimental
conditions correizate to the actuai waste and the actwal conditions. Also, include a
discussion on what azsumptons were made 13 aff-s4t any con-conservative differences
betarcen the actueal sitvation and the expsrdmental set wp.

Section 5.2.] does not dizcuss chemical gonsequences to invelved wockers from normat
operation. Paragraph twa of this scotion contains the staement: “Risk o the invalved
warkers weowid be from direct axposucs to radistion from non-themaal treatment
operations during the day, Chemical and radiolerical emissions ave fram a st=ck, andit
15 therefore assumed that the plume passes overhzad ' "We recomimend that a discussion
of the consequences ¢ handling the chemieals to be wsed in this process be included for
the involved worker.

The miatiunsiﬁip betwezn the radistion doses and the vanious decuments dizcrssed in the
first patagraph of Scction 5.10.1 is very confusing. We recommend thiz peragraph be
clarified.
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Riehland Qperations Office
F.0. Box 550 _
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Ms. hMary Lo Blazel:

Admimstrator, Nuclear Safety Divigion,
{regon Office of Bnersy

625 Manon Et. NE

Salem, Ovegon 97310-0830

Dhear s, Blazek:

ENVIRONMENT AL ASSESSMENT {(EA) FOR THE NON-THERMAL TREATMENT OF
HANEFORD SITE LOW-LEVEL MIXED WASTE

The U.5. Depariment of Encrgy, Bichland Cperations Office {RL), has received your comments
on fhe Environmenial Assesement (EA) for the Mon-Thermal Treatment of Hanford Site
Low-Level Mixed Waste and would Jike fo thank you for taking the tims to review the
document.

Attached 1s a verbatiro histing of afl comments received and responses to the eomements, Where
appropriate, the reponses imeluds an indication of changes made or not mads to the BA, If von
have any questions concerning the preposed achon, please contact Anna Beard, of the Wastt:
Programe Division, at {509} FT6-7472,

sincerely,

Paul F.X. Dunigan, Jr.
EAP:PFXD NEPA Compliancs Officer

Alfachment

il
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This appendix provides a verbatim listing of all comments received and responses to the
comments. Where appropriate, the responses to comments include an indication of changes made
to the EA based on the comments or when changes were not made, why they were not made.

Comment Number: 01 Oregon Office of Energy

Comment: Section 1.1 needs more clarification on the 2600 cubic meters (m°) selected for
evaluation. Since the paragraph states that it is uncertain which waste packages would be
selected for treatment, and waste characteristics may vary depending on the package, this section
needs more discussion as to why this particular hypothetical 2600 m® of waste makes an
acceptable, conservative volume of waste for this assessment.

Response: Thetext in Section 1.1 was revised in the Final Environmental Assessment to clarify
the conservatism of the 2600 cubic meters selected for evaluation.

Comment Number: 02 Oregon Office of Energy

Comment: Section 4.2 states that the total number of employees at the site would be 200 with
100 involved in Low Level Waste processing and 100 involved in Low Level Mixed Waste
(LLMW) processing. However, the paragraph then state that 40 people will be involved directly
with the LLMW and 10 people would be indirectly involved. What would be the function of the
remaining 50 people? This paragraph needs to be clarified.

Response: There are 50 employees involved in the non-thermal treatment operations as stated (40
+ 10). The“remaining 50 people” are involved with the thermal treatment operations, which are
not in the scope of this analysis.

Comment Number: 03 Oregon Office of Energy

Comment: It isunclear why atwo step process was used to determine air emission estimatesin
Section 5.1.1. Why weren't the estimates in the ATG risk assessment work plan for the non-
thermal treatment facility used directly? This needsto be clarified.

Response: The air pollutant concentrations for this EA were scaled from the air modeling in Tetra
Tech (1996a), as explained in Section 5.1.1. The estimates in the ATG risk assessment work plan
were selectively used to support the EA for constituents relevant to the Hanford Waste Stream.
Detailed information is available in the administrative record.

Comment Number: 04 Oregon Office of Energy

Comment: The Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement states that
no lead emission sources had been identified at Hanford. However, Table 5.1 indicates that the
non-thermal treatment facility would be a source of lead emission. We recommend that this
information be communicated to Mr. Howard Canter, Acting Director, Office of Fissile Materials
Disposition.

atgeis\atg-ea\ea_928.doc A _ 5
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Response: ATG isaprivate facility located off the Hanford Site and is not within the scope of the
Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmenta Impact Statement.

Comment Number: 05 Oregon Office of Energy

Comment: Section 5.1.2.1 states that waste containers will have surface radiation doses up to
200 mrem/hr while Section 1.1 defines contact-handled LLMW as waste in containers with
surface radiation doses of less than 200 mrem/hr. These inconsistencies need to be corrected.

Response: Thetext in Section 5.1.2.1 and Section 1.1 was revised in the Final EA for clarity and
consistency.

Comment Number: 06 Oregon Office of Energy

Comment: Section 5.1.2.1 states. ‘ The model default parameters provided a bounding population
estimate for some on-site portions of the transport route where the Hanford Site workforce
population islower.” How do the model default parameters relate to the remainder of the on-site
portions of the transport route and what analysis was done for the off-site portions of the
transport route? We recommend these questions be answered in the Environmental Assessment.

Response: Thetext in Section 5.1.2.1 was revised to account for a more conservative population
that could receive aradiological dose resulting from a transportation accident.

Comment Number: 07 Oregon Office of Energy

Comment: Section 5.1.2.2 assumes only 50% of container contents are spilled in atransportation
accident and are available to burn. We recommend including some information justifying 50%
rather than assuming 100% of the container contents are spilled.

Response: A 50 percent damage ratio for 55-gal. drums impacted in a transportation accident or
by heavy equipment was assumed in other Safety Anaysis Reports and EISs (i.e., WHC-SD-WM-
SAR-058, Rev. 0 [WHC 1993] and The Final EIS for Treatment of LLMW [City of Richland
1998]) and is applicable for this EA.

Comment Number: 08 Oregon Office of Energy

Comment: We recommend information be included on what criteria were used to “provide a
conservative prediction of potential health effects’ as discussed in Section 5.1.2.2, page 28.
For example: Were the possible chronic health effects considered or just the acute effects?

Response:  Since the evaluated health effects in Section 5.1.2.2 were from a postulated accident
only acute hedlth effects were considered. Thisis appropriate for evaluating accidents because of
the acute exposures associated with accidents. Radiological health effects from the acute
exposure were based on a 70-year dose commitment period.

atgeis\atg-ea\ea_928.doc A _ 6
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Comment Number: 09 Oregon Office of Energy

Comment: The final footnote for Table 5.3 and 5.4 does not appear to refer to anything in the
tables. We recommend this be clarified.

Response: The tables were revised to make an association between the footnote and the table.
Comment Number: 10 Oregon Office of Energy

Comment: The Involved Worker Radiological Consegquences form Normal Operations portion of
Section 5.2.1 states the dose-to-risk conversion factor used to calculate the Latent Cancer Fatality
risk was taken from thel990 recommendations of the International Commission on Radiol ogical
Protection. The Non-Involved Worker and General Public Radiological Consequences from
Normal Operations section references the 1977 version of the same document. The reason for
this difference needs to be clarified.

Response: The text in Section 5.2.1 was revised for clarity. It should be noted that thereisa
distinction between ICRP Publication 26 (ICRP 1977) and |CRP Publication 60 (ICRP 1991).
The EDE calculations were based on ICRP 1977, and the dose-to-risk conversion factors were
based on ICRP 1991.

Comment Number: 11 Oregon Office of Energy

Comment: The Non-Involved Worker and Genera Public Radiological Consequences form Normd
Operations portion of Section 5.2.1 states that the radionuclide source term used was based on a
production rate of 870 cubic meters per year. Includein this section the basis for this number.

Response: If 2,600 m® are processed in 3 years then the production rate for 1 year would be one-
third of 2,600 m® or 870 m® per year.

Comment Number: 12 Oregon Office of Energy

Comment: In several places the Environmental Assessment (EA) explains release fractions for
combustible materials are based on experimental data obtained when various types of packaged
waste contaminated with various substances was burned. We recommend that you include in the
EA adiscussion of how well this surrogate waste and the experimental conditions correlate to the
actual waste and the actual conditions. Also, include a discussion on what assumptions were
made to off-set any non-conservative differences between the actual situation and the
experimental set up.

Response: The drum accident evaluated in this EA is the same drum accident referenced in the
Central Waste Complex Interim Safety Basis (HNF 1997). Therefore, the same release fractions
were used based on similar combustible materials.

atgeis\atg-ea\ea_928.doc A 7
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Comment Number: 13 Oregon Office of Energy

Comment: Section 5.2.1 does not discuss chemical consequences to involved workers from
normal operation. Paragraph two of this section contains the statement: “Risk to the involved
workers would be from direct exposure to radiation from non-thermal treatment operations
during the day. Chemical and radiological emissions are from a stack, and it is therefore assumed
that the plume passes overhead.” We recommend that a discussion of the consequence of
handling the chemicals to be used in this process be included for the involved worker.

Response: The text in Section 5.2.1 was revised to include a more detailed discussion of therisk to
the involved worker from chemical exposures.

Comment Number: 14 Oregon Office of Energy

Comment: The relationship between the radiation doses and the various documents discussed in
the first paragraph of Section 5.10.1 is very confusing. We recommend this paragraph be
clarified.

Response: The text in Section 5.2.1 was revised, and a table was added for clarity.
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